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DETAILED ACTION 

This office action corresponds to application 10/671,359 and applicant's remarks/amendments 
filed 12/1/2006. Responses to arguments begin on page 1 1 of this document. 

Continued Examination Under 3 7 CFR LI 14 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14 and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 12/1/2006 has been entered. 



Response to Amendment 

Claims 1-17 have been examined and given further search and consideration. Claim 18 
has been cancelled by request of Applicant. 

Regarding claims 1-3, with the correction of the objected phrase "may be obtained" this 
objection is withdrawn. 

Claim Objections 
Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

The preamble states "the initial steps of." The Examiner, finds this language confusing 
as the initial steps (d)-(f) in claim 3 supposedly seem to be subsequent to steps (a)-(c) of claim 3. 
However, as claim 4 depends on claim 3, these steps as labeled are out of order (i.e. initial steps 
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(d)-(f) being initial come after steps (a)-(c), thereby confusing the order of the steps). The 
Examiner respectfully asks the Applicant to clarify the order of the steps of claims 3 and 4. 

Claim 4 is also objected to because the phrase "the said" is unnecessary, as either "the" or 
"said" should be used. 

Claim 4 is further objected to because it is unclear in step (f), last line, whether 
"performing the method steps (a), (b), (c) of Claim 1" creates a dependency upon claim 1 or if 
this step is to provide a short-hand way of presenting the steps of Claim 1 in Claim 4. The 
Examiner kindly asks for clarification on this matter. 

Claims 6-8 are objected to because the Examiner feels the labeling (a)-(c) of these claims 
are unnecessary as they are system claims and not method claims. Labeling (a)-(c) generally is 
used for denoting the steps of a method claim. 

Claims 13 and 15-17 are objected to because the phrase "providing a computer program 
in accordance with" respective claims 9, 7, 3 and 5 are unclear. Specifically, the terms "in 
accordance" renders the scope of these claims as unclear as to how the method of claims 9, 7, 3, 
and 5 are implemented by the computer readable medium of respective claims 13 and 15-17. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
Claim 4 recites the limitation M the initial read/write ratio" in step (d). There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim as is not previously defined or 
mentioned in the claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

Claims 12-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because these claims are directed towards 
functional descriptive material while lacking the indication of being recorded or stored on a 
computer readable medium. Specifically, with regards to claims 12 and 14, a computer program 
is claimed as software /?er se because it is unclear to the Examiner how arranged, when loaded is 
to be interpreted as being stored on the computer system. Furthermore, loading a computer 
program on a computing system raises a question as to how it is loaded on to a computing system 
(i.e. is it stored on a computer readable medium that is used by the system?). 

Likewise, claims 13 and 15-17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the language " a 
computer readable medium providing" makes it unclear as to how the computer readable 
medium provides the computer program (i.e. is the computer program stored on the computer 
readable medium?). 

In summary, when functional descriptive material is recorded or stored on some 
computer-readable medium it becomes structurally and functionally interrelated to the medium 
and will be statutory. As presently claimed, claims 12, 13, and 15 do not clearly indicate the 
storing or recording of a computer program on a computer readable medium and therefore are 
not statutory. ' 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
' The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1-3, 6-8, and 10-17, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Krychniak (U.S. Patent 6,192,357 Bl). 

With respect to claim 1, Krychniak discloses a method for implementing a database, 
comprising the steps of: 

'providing at least one set of linked entities' as dimensions 1-3 (fig. 1) As known in the art, 
dimensions represent a bounded set of entities (col. 1 lines 27-28, Krychniak), Figure 1 of 
Krychniak also displays how the Dimensions (1-3) are essentially linked via a fact table. Figure 
1 shows "at least set of linked entities." 

'at least one set of linked entities contains a plurality of entities (key value columns of the fact 
table; figure 1 and col. 1 lines 10-15) and each said entity in the said plurality of entities is 
arranged to store at least one data value' (attributes and key values; fig. 1). 
'providing an additional entity in the said database for said at least one set of linked entities' 
(fact table of fig. 1). 

'storing in the additional entity the aggregation of a plurality of data values contained in the said 
at least one set of linked entities (as the fact table stores the key values of each of the dimension 
tables; figure 1), whereby the aggregated data values may be obtained by performing a read 
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operation on the additional entity' (coL 2 lines 11-28 discloses performing a read operation on 
the fact table; see also figure 4 wherein in certain situations, use of a joins query is avoided). 

Claim 2 as being essentially the same as claim 1 but being a method for modifying a 
database rather than a method for implementing a database is rejected accordingly for the same 
rationale as claim 1 . 

Similarly, claim 3 is rejected for the same rationale as claims 1 and 2 above as it is a 
method for reading from a database. Since claim 3 contains essentially the same limitations as 
claims 1 and 2 above, it is rejected for the same reasons. 

Similarly, claim 6 is rejected for the same rationale as claims 1-3 above as it is a system 
for reading from a database. Since claim 6 contains essentially the same limitations as claims 1- 
3 above, it is rejected for the same reasons. 

Similarly, claim 7 is rejected for the same rationale as claims 1-3 and 6 above as it is a 
system for implementing a database. Since claim 7 contains essentially the same limitations as 
claims 1-3 and 6 above, it is rejected for the same reasons. 

Similarly, claim 8 is rejected for the same rationale as claims 1-3 and 6-7 above as it is a 
system for implementing a database. Since claim 8 contains essentially the same limitations as 
claims 1-3 and 6-7 above, it is rejected for the same reasons. 
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With respect to claim 10, Krychniak discloses 'at least one set of linked entities' (fig. 1). 
With respect to claim 11, Krychniak discloses 'an aggregation of all data values stored in 
the at least one set of linked entities' fact table (fig. 1). 

With respect to claim 12, Krychniak discloses a computer program arranged, when 
loaded on a computing system, to implement the method' as an apparatus (claim 6). 

With respect to claim 13, Krychniak discloses 'a computer readable medium providing a 
computer program' as an apparatus (claim 6). 

With respect to claims 14-17, Krychniak teaches 'a computer readable medium providing 
a computer program' as an apparatus (claim 6). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 4 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krychniak 
as applied to claims 1-3, 6-8 and 10-17 above in view of Prabhakaran et al. (Trabhakaran' 
hereinafter) (US Patent 6,859,758 Bl). 
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With respect to claim 4, Krychniak fails to disclose determining the initial read/write 
ratio of the said database; comparing said initial read/write ratio of the said database; and if said 
initial read/write ratio is greater than said critical read/write ratio, then performing the method 
steps (a) (b) (c) of claim 1 . 

Prabhakaran, however, discloses determining the initial read/write ratio of the said 
database (col. 5 lines 50-55 and step 310 of figure 3); 

comparing said initial read/write ratio of the said database to a critical read/write ratio 
(col. 6 lines 31-47 and step 330 of figure 3); and 

if said initial read/write ratio is greater than said critical read/write ratio (col. 6 lines 44- 
47) then performing the method steps (a) (b) (c) of claim 1 as seen in the rejection of claim 1 
above (which is taught by Krychniak above). 

In the same field of endeavor (i.e. addressing space efficiency in data storage; col. 1, line 
39 of Krychniak and col. 1 lines 26-27 of Prabhakaran), it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the data processing art at the time of the present invention to combine the 
teachings of the cited references because Prabhakaran' s teaching would have allowed Krychniak 
to measure the performance of a storage system (Prabhakaran, col. 2, lines 20-23). Furthermore, 
read and/or write commands would be provided to test the storage system (Prabhakaran, col. 2, 
lines 30-42) to further optimize the query generation system of Krychniak by indicating the 
behavior of Krychniak's system (col. 6 lines 44-47). Accordingly, Krychniak discloses a need 
for Prabhakaran 's system when their system needs to determine how the database handles a 
query (behavior) and which optimizing scheme to use (col. 2 lines 23-37). 
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With respect to claim 5 5 Krychniak fails to teach the limitations (dl-d5) of this claim. 

Prabhakaran, however, discloses 'providing data with regard to the time taken to perform 
a read operation and a write operation on a first implementation of the said database' as 
generating read/write commands to a database storage system (col. 2, lines 30-42 and fig. 3). 

'providing data with regard to the time taken to perform a read operation and a write 
operation on a second implementation of the said database' as stress tests can be spawned against 
a plurality of databases (col. 2, lines 35-40). 

'calculating a read time difference between the time taken to perform a read operation on 
said first implementation of said database and on said second implementation of said database' 
and 'calculating a write time difference between the time taken to perform a write operation on 
said first implementation of said database and a second implementation of said database' as 
testing all reads and all writes as there may be a performance difference between read and write 
operations (col. 5, lines 55-65). Furthermore, performance measures include a mixture of read 
and write operations for comparing architectures (i.e. first and second implementations) (col. 7, 
lines 10-18). 

'calculating the ratio between the read time difference and the write time difference to 
determine the said initial read/write ratio for said database' as statistical information containing 
read and write operations completed by the database (col. 6 line 62 - col. 7, line 2). Furthermore, 
performance measures include a mixture of read and write operations for comparing 
architectures (col. 7, lines 10-18). 

In the same field of endeavor (i.e. addressing space efficiency in data storage; col. 1, line 
39 of Krychniak and col. 1 lines 26-27 of Prabhakaran), it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the data processing art at the time of the present invention to combine the 
teachings of the cited references because Prabhakaran' s teaching would have allowed Krychniak 
to measure the performance of a storage system (Prabhakaran, col. 2, lines 20-23). Furthermore, 
read and/or write commands would be provided to test the storage system (Prabhakaran, col. 2, 
lines 30-42) to further optimize the query generation system of Krychniak by indicating the 
behavior of Krychniak's system (col. 6 lines 44-47). Accordingly, Krychniak discloses a need 
for Prabhakaran's system when their system needs to determine how the database handles a 
query (behavior) and which optimizing scheme to use (col. 2 lines 23-37). 

Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Krychniak as 
applied to claims 1-3, 6-8, and 10-17 above, the combination of Krychniak as applied to claims 
4, 5, and 9 above and further in view of Szendy et al. ('Szendy' hereafter)(U.S. Patent 
6,681,309). 

With respect to claim 9, this claim is rejected essentially the same as claim 5 above. 
Furthermore, Prabhakaran teaches establishing a critical read/write ratio (CRW) which provides 
the ratio of the average number of reads from the entity that are needed for each write to the 
entity as using an approximate read to write ratio (col. 5 lines 61-65). 

Although Prabhakaran teaches a system for stress testing databases and recording 
performance measurements, they do not expressly disclose using those measurements to increase 
performance in those databases. Therefore, Krychniak and Prabhakaran combined fail to teach 
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utilizing said critical read/write ratio to increase performance in said database when said initial 
read/write ratio is greater than said critical read/write ratio. 

Szendy, however, teaches utilizing said critical read/write ratio to increase performance 
in said database when said .initial read/write ratio is greater than said critical read/write ratio as 
using the ratio of reads to writes to optimize the use of storage (col. 3, lines 24-30). 

As Krychniak, Prabhakaran and Szendy are all in the same field of endeavor (i.e. 
efficiency of data storage), it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data 
processing art at the time of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited 
references because the above teaching of Szendy would have provided to the combination of 
Krychniak and Prabhakaran a way to measure and optimize the spatial structure of storage (col. 2 
lines 23-28, Szendy) for the benefit the optimization of the storage medium. 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 12/1/2006 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

The Examiner fully submits that the Krychniak reference teaches the limitations of claims 
1-3, 6-8, and 10-17 above. The specifics are presented herein below: 

The applicant argues on page 1 1 that the Krychniak reference fails to disclose, "whereby 
the aggregated data values are obtained by performing a read operation on the additional 
entity. " The Examiner respectfully disagrees as Krychniak teaches the equivalent of the 
"additional entity" as the fact table in figure 1. Before proceeding, and in response to the 
argument on page 12, the Examiner would like to note at this time that the action dated August 
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21 st 2006, (emphasized because the Applicant states on page 10 "in response to the Office Action 
of September 21, 2006) did point out this feature. As this limitation reads, the aggregated data 
values (values in the fact table) are indeed obtained while being read from the query of lines 17- 
23 in column 2. Krychniak also expressly discloses this limitation when it is stated that 
aggregate data is extracted (i.e. obtained) from the fact tables (col. 1 lines 35-37). The fact table 
of Krychniak has columns that represent an element of a particular dimension table (col. 1 lines 
10-15). Therefore the fact table represents the dimension tables. The fact table is the equivalent 
of the Applicant's additional entity storing an aggregation of values because it stores the key 
values of the dimension tables. 

The Applicant further agues on page 12 that the term "initial mapping" does not refer to 
the creation of a separate table. . 

In response to applicant's argument on page 12 that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., 
creation of a separate table) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). The term 
"creation" is not in the claims. Krychniak, however, teaches providing an additional entity, 
because the fact table is provided to store the key values of the dimension tables. 

In summary, as all the necessary information from the dimensional tables is found in 
Krychniak's fact table, performing a join would not be necessary (col. 2 lines 11-13). An 
example of such a join-less query is shown in column 2, lines 17-22. The Examiner further 
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submits that although this may be a particular and unusual situation, Krychniak still teaches a 
situation where a join operation is avoided and still the data can be retrieved from the database. 

The Applicant also argues on page 13 that the Krychniak reference is silent for 
determining read/write ratios. The Examiner agrees with the Applicant with respect to this 
argument, but as before in the office action of 8/21/2006, submits that the Prabhakaran reference 
teaches determining read/ write ratios. The Examiner respectfully submits that the Prabhakaran 
reference (and Prabhakaran with Szendy with respect to claim 9) teaches this limitation in 
regards to the rejection of claims 4, 5 and 9 above. The argued lack of motivation is also 
addressed in the new rejection of those claims. 

The Examiner respectfully submits that Prabhakaran teaches the new limitations 
establishing a critical read/write ratio (CRW) which provides the ratio of the average number of 
reads from the entity that are needed for each write to the entity as using an approximate read to 
write ratio (col. 5 lines 61-65). 

The Examiner equates the Applicants initial read/write ratio to Prabhakaran' s desired 
ratio assigned in the first step of method 300 (fig. 3). Being the first step, in figure 3, this desired 
ratio is the same as the Applicant's initial ratio. 

Furthermore, the Applicants critical read/write ratio is equated to Prabhakaran's use of an 
approximate ratio used in order to simulate an actual use of the database (col. 5 lines 60-65). 
Prabhakaran's use of the phrase "approximating" is the same as "...a critical read/write ratio 
which provides the ratio of the average number of reads from the entity that are needed for each 
write to the entity" (emphasis added). 
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Although Prabhakaran teaches a system for stress testing databases and recording 
performance measurements, they do not expressly disclose using those measurements to increase 
performance in those databases. Therefore, Krychniak and Prabhakaran combined fail to teach 
utilizing said critical read/write ratio to increase performance in said database when said initial 
read/write ratio is greater than said critical read/write ratio. 

Szendy, however, teaches utilizing said critical read/write ratio to increase performance 
in said database when said initial read/write ratio is greater than said critical read/write ratio as 
using the ratio of reads to writes to optimize the use of storage (col. 3, lines 24-30). 

As Krychniak, Prabhakaran and Szendy are all in the same field of endeavor (i.e. 
efficiency of data storage), it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the data 
processing art at the time of the present invention to combine the teachings of the cited 
references because the above teaching of Szendy would have provided to the combination of 
Krychniak and Prabhakaran a way to measure and optimize the spatial structure of storage (col. 2 
lines 23-28, Szendy) for the benefit the optimization of the storage medium. 
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The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John R. Cottingham can be reached on 571-272-7079. The fax phone number for the. 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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